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Introduction 

What is the purpose of this addendum? 

This addendum to the State Route (SR) 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and High-Occupancy 

Vehicle (HOV) Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) Ecosystems 

Discipline Report (Washington State Department  of Transportation [WSDOT] 2009a) presents the 

environmental consequences of the Preferred Alternative, compares its effects on the design options 

A, K, and L, and reflects additional analyses that resulted from the public, agency, and tribal 

comments received on the SDEIS; these analyses are shown in the context of the Preferred 

Alternative. Additional design information has become available since the publication of the SDEIS. 

This design information has been used to develop the Preferred Alternative; however, many of the 

design changes would also be applicable to the SDEIS Options A, K, and L if they were identified as 

the Preferred Alternative. 

The information contained in the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a) is still 

pertinent to the Preferred Alternative and its effects, except where this addendum specifically 

updates it. The discussion below supplements the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report and provides 

comparisons using new text, and new or updated exhibits, where appropriate. New exhibits 

updated to reflect the Preferred Alternative have been cross-referenced by page numbers and exhibit 

numbers to related text and exhibits contained within the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report. Where 

an addendum exhibit updates or adds new data and/or different potential effects on an exhibit 

contained in the Ecosystems Discipline Report, the exhibit name is followed by “update to 

Exhibit ##” in parentheses. 

New information used in the analysis of potential effects includes the Description of Alternatives 

Discipline Report Addendum (WSDOT 2011a), Construction Techniques and Activities Discipline 

Report Addendum and Errata (WSDOT 2011b), Water Resources Discipline Report Addendum and 

Errata (WSDOT 2011c), and the Noise Discipline Report Addendum and Errata (WSDOT 2011d). 

New information, the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Report (WSDOT 2011e), and the Conceptual 

Aquatic Mitigation Plan (WSDOT 2011f) were used in determining mitigation measures. 

An errata sheet is attached to this addendum (Attachment 1) to show corrections to the 2009 

Ecosystems Discipline Report that do not constitute new findings or analysis. 

What key issues were identified in the public, agency, 
and tribal comments on the SDEIS? 

Key issues identified in public comments and addressed in this addendum include: 
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Wetlands  

�x Requests to clarify potential effects from shading 

�x Requests to increase bridge height to offset shading effects 

�x Requests to provide additional mitigation information 

�x Recommendations to provide mitigation onsite, if possible, and within the Union Bay area 

�x Requests that effects on the Washington Park Arboretum (Arboretum) be mitigated in the 

Arboretum to the extent feasible 

�x Request that WSDOT should work more collaboratively with agencies and tribes 

Aquatic Resources 

�x Requests to more thoroughly address construction effects on adult salmon 

�x Requests to provide more information to assess the extent that high water temperature in the 

Lake Washington Ship Canal (Ship Canal) influences adult salmon and how the SR 520, I-5 to 

Medina project would affect salmonid migration 

�x Requests to include more discussion concerning the risk of predation associated with in-water 

and over-water structures 

�x Requests to consider reducing or eliminating ni ghttime lighting on water surfaces to minimize 

effects on salmonids 

�x Requests to minimize aquatic effects associated with the bridge maintenance facility 

�x Concerns that pile-driving and associated noise would have substantial negative effects on 

fish species 

�x Requests to reduce shading effects on aquatic resources 

Wildlife 

�x� Requests to minimize pile-driving and construc tion near the Broadmoor eagle pair nest site 

�x� Concerns that construction and operation would negatively affect the wildlife and habitat in 

the Arboretum 

�x� Requests to mitigate permanent loss of wildlife habitat even though it is not required by 

regulation 

�x� Requests to include the Union Bay Natural Area in the analysis, even if only to state that there is 

no effect 
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What are the key points of this addendum? 

Many of the key points presented in the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a) for the 

SDEIS options are still valid for the Preferred Alternative. Only those key points that are new or 

revised for the Preferred Alternative are reported below. 

Wetlands 

�x� Effects of the Preferred Alternative on ecosystems would be similar to those of SDEIS Option A, 

except where noted. 

�x� Some of the wetlands along the corridor would be permanently and/or filled during 

construction, cleared, or shaded under the Preferred Alternative and the SDEIS options. 

�x� Under the Preferred Alternative and the SDEIS options, construction work bridges and work 

platforms would affect wetlands by shading vegeta tion and by bridge support structures filling 

wetlands. Vegetation would also be cleared for construction 

access. Clearing of wetlands would remove branches and tree � Construction effects would occur 
from work bridges, falsework, detour 

trunks, but would generally leave the soil intact. Shading would bridges, staging areas, and 
block sunlight, which could reduce plant growth and vigor construction access roads during the 

construction period. 
during the approximately 7-year construction period. 

�x� The support piles for the construction work bridges for the Preferred Alternative would require 

filling less than 0.1 acre of wetlands, similar to the SDEIS options. 

�x� The Preferred Alternative would result in less clearing and fill from construction on wetlands 

than the SDEIS options. 

�x� The amount of buffer cleared and filled from construction would be greater for the Preferred 

Alternative than options A and L. This increase over the 

SDEIS options results from a larger construction 

footprint and staging area in the Montlake area. All 

buffers affected during construction (and not 

permanently lost) would be revegetated after 

construction.  

�x� The Preferred Alternative would have more shading of 

wetlands from construction work bridges than 

options A and L. 

�x� More buffers would be shaded from construction when 

compared to the SDEIS options. 

�x� Filling effects from operation of the Preferred 

Alternative would be very similar to those of Option A. 

Comparison of Wetland Effects from 
Construction (in acres) 

Type of Effect Wetland 
Wetland 
Buffer 

Clear and Fill 

Preferred 
Alternative 

0.2 3.0 

Option A 0.6 2.8 

Option K 1.1 3.2 

Option L 0.5 2.8 

Shade 

Preferred 
Alternative 

6.8 1.1 

Option A 6.4 0.2 

Option K 8.1 0.6 

Option L 6.4 0.2 

FEIS_ECOS_DRA_SUDS_26APR11� 3 
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�x� Effects to wetlands from shading during project operation would be greater for the Preferred 

Alternative than for all the SDEIS options because of design changes in the Preferred Alternative 

to enhance compatibility with potential future light rail. However, if any of the SDEIS options 

had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, design refinements to better accommodate light 

rail would likely have resulted in a similar increased effect. 

�x� Effects to buffers from shading during project operation for the Preferred Alternative would be 

similar to the SDEIS options (slightly less than Option K and slightly more than Option A). 

�x� Most of the operational effects on wetlands would be due to 

shading from the bridge roadway. While the shaded wetlands � Operational effects are effects that 
would occur while the new bridge,would continue to exist, the reduced light levels under portions 
roadways, ancillary facilities, and any 

of the bridge could limit or retard plant growth, which could mitigation features are in use. 

change the quality of the habitat, and potentially reduce wildlife 

use of the wetlands. However, the bridge heights would 

be higher in the west approach for the Preferred 

Alternative than for all the SDEIS options reducing the 

intensity of the effect. 

�x� WSDOT engaged regulatory agencies, the University of 

Washington, and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe in a 

collaborative Natural Resources Technical Working 

Group (NRTWG) process to assist in the development of 

appropriate mitigation for project effects on wetlands 

and aquatic resources. A Conceptual Wetland 

Mitigation Report (Attachment 9) was prepared, which 

incorporates field investigations, scientific research, and 

the collective knowledge from the NRTWG and project 

mitigation team.  

Comparison of Wetland Effects from Operation 
(in acres) 

Type of Effect Wetland 
Wetland 
Buffer 

Fill 

Preferred 
Alternative 

0.1 0.7 

Option A 0.1 0.7 

Option K 1.8 5.4 

Option L 0.3 1.5 

Shade 

Preferred 
Alternative 

4.8 1.1 

Option A 3.2 0.9 

Option K 2.8 0.1 

Option L 4.3 1.3 

Fish and Aquatic Resources 

�x� The new in-water structures for supporting the elevated bridge and the floating bridge pontoons 

would displace aquatic habitat. 

�x� Operation of the project would increase the area of reduced habitat functions compared to 

existing conditions. The reduced functions would primarily be due to increased shading by the 

larger over-water structures. While the shaded aquatic habitat would continue to function, the 

reduced light levels could affect aquatic plant growth and fish behavior. 

�x� As with the SDEIS options, the Preferred Alternative would result in substantial water quality 

benefits from stormwater treatment compared to the existing highway and bridge surfaces, 

which currently discharge untreated stormwater directly to the lake. 
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�x� Most of the proposed bridge structures for the Preferred Alternative would be similar in height 

or higher than the existing bridge structures. The higher sections would partially offset the 

potential shading effects of the wider structures, while the effects would likely be substantially 

greater for those sections that remain at about the same height as the existing structures because 

of the increased roadway width. 

�x� Shading over shallow, nearshore habitats, including Portage Bay, Union Bay, and the 

Arboretum, would likely have greater potential effects than shading in the deeper, open lake 

environment. The nearshore generally provides areas of greater habitat complexity to support a 

diverse biological community. Therefore, increased shading in these areas would have a greater 

potential to affect a variety of species, such as altering fish behavior or habitat use. However, 

shading could also reduce the densities of invasive aquatic vegetation, which could result in 

slight improvements to water quality conditions and fish habitat use. 

�x� Both the permanent and construction structures would require pile-driving and other in-water 

construction activities. Pile-driving could affect nearby fish behavior or potentially cause fish 

mortality from the high sound pressure levels from impact pile-driving hammers. Appropriate 

and available construction best management practices (BMPs) would be used to minimize the 

effects of pile-driving. These BMPs have been demonstrated through a project-specific test pile 

study to substantially reduce pile-driving sound levels in the aquatic environment. Fish habitat 

could also be affected by temporary increases in turbidity and shade; moreover, habitat would 

be lost due to pile placement for construction work structures. 

�x� Construction of the maintenance facility may increase groundwater drawdown, which may 

reduce upwelling in the sockeye spawning habi tat area. Effects on upwelling pressure may 

affect sockeye spawning habitat. 

�x� Implementing erosion and sediment control measures, spill prevention plans, and other BMPs 

would minimize construction effects. After construction of the project, the temporarily affected 

aquatic habitat areas would be restored or would recover naturally. 

�x� In cooperation with resource agencies, WSDOT is developing plans for habitat construction, 

improvements, or restoration to mitigate the effects of bridge construction, the increased width 

of shoreline and open-water crossings, and direct physical effects from construction activities. A 

mitigation report has been included as an attachment to the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). In addition, a detailed mitigation plan will be submitted with permit 

applications for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. 

�x� Based on existing data, it is not expected that the longer and deeper pontoon bridge section of 

the Preferred Alternative would substantially alter the lake circulation patterns or limnological 

processes relative to existing conditions. 
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�x� The decrease in the number of in-water support columns and increased spacing between the 

columns in the Preferred Alternative compared to existing conditions are expected to reduce 

predator fish habitat and predation on juvenile salmon. 

�x� The Preferred Alternative, like the SDEIS options, is not expected to measurably affect adult 

salmon.  

Wildlife and Habitat 

�x� The Preferred Alternative would affect wildlife habitat and potential wildlife use by 

permanently removing vegetation, increasing shading, and reducing barriers to animal 

movement. Specific effects on wildlife would vary throughout the corridor. 

�x� The new roadway would displace some high-quality wildlife habitat principally wetlands and 

forested uplands in the project corridor. The roadway would reduce cover, nesting, and foraging 

habitat for some species. 

�x� The Preferred Alternative would include taller concrete traffic barriers treated with noise-

absorptive material and quieter concrete pavement, along with other innovative noise reduction 

strategies that would reduce disturbance in the adjacent habitats. Noise from construction 

activities and pile-driving could potentially affect bird species, including nesting (the most 

sensitive life cycle) bald eagles near the Arboretum. However, the closest known bald eagle nest 

would be more than 900 feet from the construction corridor and noise levels would be close to 

background levels at this distance. In additi on, bald eagles regularly forage and roost in 

proximity to the SR 520 corridor, especially in the winter, and do not seem to be affected by 

existing noise from SR 520. 

�x� Transport of the pontoons is not likely to affect marine wildlife found in the waters of the outer 

Washington coast, the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and Puget Sound. 

The key elements of the Preferred Alternative with the potential to affect ecosystem resources in the 

study area are summarized in Exhibit 1. 
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Exhibit 1. Key Elements and Potential Effects on Ecosystems of Preferred Alternative (Update to Exhibit 1-1 of the 2009 
Discipline Report) 

Project Element What It Involves How It Could Affect Ecosystems 

SR 520 Corridor 

Operation of the Portage 
Bay and Evergreen Point 
bridges and approach 
structures 

Would widen the roadway. 

Would generally maintain or increase 
height of the bridges across Portage 
and Union bays and the west 
approach. 

Would require large-diameter columns 
(drilled shafts) to be installed, but 
would increase the spacing between 
columns. 

Would remove existing unused 
highway ramps (shade and impervious 
surface). 

Noise reduction strategies would be 
included. 

Would cause a net increase in 
pollution-generating impervious surface. 

Would remove riparian vegetation. 

Would fill and shade wetlands and buffers. 

Would fill and shade fish and wildlife habitat. 

Would increase over-water structures over 
open-water, shoreline, and vegetated areas, 
but the increased height in many areas would 
also allow more indirect light penetration 
under the structure. 

Would remove foraging, rearing, and nesting 
habitat for some wildlife species near the 
Arboretum. 

Would expose previously shaded areas to 
sunlight. 

Would reduce noise in habitat near the 
corridor. 

Construction work bridges, 
platforms, staging areas, 
and temporary access 
roads 

Construction would require extensive 
in-water work in Portage Bay, Union 
Bay, and Lake Washington. 

Construction would occur during 
approved work windows. 

Would require driving piles in wetlands 
and open-water aquatic habitats of 
Portage Bay, Union Bay, and Lake 
Washington. 

Would expand the over-water 
structures outside of the footprint of 
the proposed bridge—typically at least 
30 feet on either side of the alignment. 

Would use barges primarily in 
deep-water areas to stage 
construction. 

Would involve use of materials, 
methods, and equipment with the 
potential for spills, leaks, and 
construction dewatering, etc. 

Would disturb and displace aquatic habitat 
during construction. 

Would minimize construction effects on fish. 

Would remove vegetation, including potential 
perch trees for bald eagles. 

Would clear, fill, and shade wetlands and 
buffers during construction. These would be 
restored after construction. 

Would create noise disturbance (from 
pile-driving, etc.), which could affect the 
health and behavior of fish and wildlife 
species, including special status fish and 
wildlife species such as Chinook salmon, bull 
trout, steelhead, and bald eagle. 

Would displace foraging, rearing, and nesting 
habitat for wildlife in the construction areas in 
the Arboretum. 

Would create additional shading of 
open-water areas and shorelines, thereby 
altering the aquatic habitat during 
construction. 

Could temporarily reduce water quality 
(increased turbidity), increasing the potential 
risk to fish and wildlife during construction. 
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Exhibit 1. Key Elements and Potential Effects on Ecosystems of Preferred Alternative (Update to Exhibit 1-1 of the 2009 
Discipline Report) 

Project Element � What It Involves How It Could Affect Ecosystems 

Stormwater treatment 
facilities 

Would treat roadway runoff before 
discharging to Union or Portage bays 
and Lake Washington (stormwater is 
currently not treated). 

Would add high-efficiency pavement 
sweeping and modified catch basins to 
treat stormwater entering Lake 
Washington from the floating bridge. 

Would reduce sediment loads and treat 
pollutants in runoff water that enter receiving 
waters, including wetlands, benefiting fish, 
wildlife, and aquatic organisms (Lake Union, 
Portage Bay, Union Bay, and Lake 
Washington). 

Would result in some fill of shoreline buffers. 

Roadway restriping and Would require restriping and Would have no effect. 
transition into the Medina to reconfiguration within the roadway 
SR 202: Eastside Transit area. 
and HOV Project 
improvements 

Bridge maintenance facility� Would add over-water structure (dock; 
concrete and steel grating decking) 
along shoreline. 

Would require in-water work to build 
the dock. 

Construction would occur during 
approved work windows 

Pontoon Construction and Transport 

Would create additional shading of 
open-water areas and shorelines 

Dock support columns would displace 
potential sockeye spawning area. 

Could reduce water quality temporarily 
(increased turbidity), increasing the potential 
risk to fish during construction. 

Construction would not occur during sockeye 
salmon spawning periods. 

Reductions in upwelling may affect sockeye 
spawning habitat. 

Evergreen Point Bridge 
pontoons 

Would require transporting the 
pontoons from Grays Harbor or Port of 
Tacoma through Puget Sound, the 
Hiram M. Chittenden Locks (Ballard 
Locks), and the Ship Canal. 

Some minor disturbance of lake 
bottom sediments would occur when 
installing anchors and cables to hold 
the bridge pontoons in place. 

Unlikely to displace or harm marine 
mammals during pontoon transport. 

Could potentially introduce or spread invasive 
species attached to pontoons. 

Would produce temporary turbidity in deeper 
water areas of Lake Washington when 
installing anchors. 

What is the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement 
and HOV Project? 

The SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project would widen the SR 520 corridor to 

six lanes from Interstate 5 (I-5) in Seattle to Evergreen Point Road in Medina, and would restripe and 

reconfigure the lanes in the corridor from Evergreen Point Road to 92nd Avenue NE in Yarrow 

Point. It would replace the vulnerable Evergreen Point Bridge (including the west and east approach 

structures) and Portage Bay Bridge, as well as the existing local street bridges across SR 520. The 
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project would complete the regional HOV lane syst em across SR 520, as called for in regional and 

local transportation plans. 

What is the Preferred Alternative? 

The new SR 520 corridor would be six lanes wide (two 11-foot-wide outer general-purpose lanes and 

one 12-foot-wide inside HOV lane in each direction), with 4-foot-wide inside shoulders and 

10-foot-wide outside shoulders across the floating bridge. The typical roadway cross-section across 

the floating bridge would be approximately 116 feet wide, compared to the existing width of 60 feet. 

In response to community interests expressed during public review of the January 2010 SDEIS, the 

SR 520 corridor between I-5 and the Montlake interchange would operate as a boulevard or parkway 

with a posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour an d median planting across the Portage Bay Bridge. 

To support the boulevard concept, the width of the inside shoulders in this section of SR 520 would 

be narrowed from 4 feet to 2 feet, and the width of the outside shoulders would be reduced from 10 

feet to 8 feet. Exhibit 2 highlights the major components of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would include the following elements: 

�x� An enhanced bicycle/pedestrian crossing adjacent to the East Roanoke Street bridge over I-5 

�x� Reversible transit/HOV ramp to the I-5 express lanes, southbound in the morning and 

northbound in the evening 

�x� New undercrossings and an integrated lid at  10th Avenue East and Delmar Drive East 

�x� A six-lane Portage Bay Bridge with a 14-foot-wide westbound managed shoulder that would be 

used as an auxiliary lane during peak commute hours 

�x� An improved urban interchange at Montlake Boulevard integrated with a 1,400-foot-long lid 

configured for transit, pedestrian, and community connectivity 

�x� A new bascule bridge across the Montlake Cut that provides additional capacity for 

transit/HOV, bicycles, and pedestrians 

�x� Improved bridge clearance over Foster Island and the Arboretum Waterfront Trail 

�x� A new west approach bridge configured to be compatible with future high-capacity transit 

(including light rail) 

�x� A new floating bridge with two general-purpose lanes, and one HOV lane in each direction 

�x� A new 14-foot-wide bicycle/pedestrian path with scenic pull-outs along the north side of the 

new Evergreen Point Bridge (west approach, floating span, and east approach), connecting 

regional trails on both sides of Lake Washington 

�x� A new bridge maintenance facility and dock located underneath the east approach of the 

Evergreen Point Bridge 

FEIS_ECOS_DRA_SUDS_26APR11� 9 
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�x� Re-striped and reconfigured roadway between the east approach and 92nd Avenue NE, tying in 

to improvements made by the SR 520, Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and HOV Project 

�x� Design features that would also provide noise reduction including reduced speed limit on 

Portage Bay Bridge, 4-foot concrete traffic barriers, and noise absorptive materials applied to the 

inside of the 4-foot traffic barriers and lid portal s. Quieter concrete pavement would also be used 

for the new SR 520 main line, and noise walls where recommended by the noise analysis and 

approved by affected property owners would be included in the design 

�x� Basic and enhanced stormwater treatment facilities 

Exhibit 3 summarizes the Preferred Alternative design compared to the existing corridor elements, 

and compares the Preferred Alternative to design options A, K, and L as described in the SDEIS. For 

a more detailed description of the Preferred Alternative, see the Description of Alternatives 

Discipline Report Addendum (WSDOT 2011a). 

When will the project be built? 

Construction for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project is planned to begin in 2012, after project permits 

and approvals are received. To maintain traffic flow  in the corridor, the project would be built in 

stages. Major construction in the corridor is expected to be complete in 2018. The most vulnerable 

structures (the Evergreen Point Bridge including the west and east approaches, and Portage Bay 

Bridge) would be built in the first stages of construction, followed by the less vulnerable 

components (Montlake and I-5 interchanges). Exhibit 4 provides an overview of the anticipated 

construction stages and durations identified for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. 

A Phased Implementation scenario was discussed in the SDEIS as a possible delivery strategy to 

complete the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project in phases over an extended period. The Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and WSDOT continue to evaluate the possibility of phased construction of 

the corridor should full project funding not be  available by 2012. Current committed funding is 

sufficient to construct the floating portion of the Evergreen Point Bridge, as well as the new east 

approach and a connection to the existing west approach. The Final EIS discusses the potential for 

the floating bridge and these east and west “landings”  to be built as the first phase of the SR 520, I-5 

to Medina project. This differs from the SDEIS Phased Implementation scenario, which included the 

west approach and the Portage Bay Bridge in the first construction phase. Chapters 5.15 and 6.16 of 

the Final EIS summarize the effects for this construction phase. Therefore, this discipline report 

addendum addresses only the effects anticipated as a result of the updated construction schedule. 
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluations 

Exhibit 3. Preferred Alternative and Comparison to SDEIS Options 

Geographic Area Preferred Alternative 

I-5/Roanoke Area� The SR 520 and I-5 interchange ramps 
would be reconstructed with generally the 
same ramp configuration as the ramps for 
the existing interchange. A new reversible 
transit/HOV ramp would connect with the 
I-5 express lanes. 

Comparison to SDEIS �
Options A, K, and L� 

Similar to all options presented in the 
SDEIS. Instead of a lid over I-5 at 
Roanoke Street, the Preferred Alternative 
would include an enhanced 
bicycle/pedestrian path adjacent to the 
existing Roanoke Street Bridge. 

Portage Bay Area� The Portage Bay Bridge would be 
replaced with a wider and, in some 
locations, higher structure with six travel 
lanes and a 14-foot-wide westbound 
managed shoulder. 

Similar in width to Options K and L, 
similar in operation to Option A. 
Shoulders are narrower than described in 
SDEIS (2-foot-wide inside shoulders, 8-
foot-wide outside shoulder on eastbound 
lanes), posted speed would be reduced to 
45 mph, and median plantings would be 
provided to create a boulevard-like 
design. 

Montlake Area� The Montlake interchange would remain 
in a similar location as today. A new 
bascule bridge would be constructed over 
the Montlake Cut. A 1,400-foot-long lid 
would be constructed between Montlake 
Boulevard and the Lake Washington 
shoreline. The bridge would include direct-
access ramps to and from the Eastside. 
Access would be provided to Lake 
Washington Boulevard via a new 
intersection at 24th Avenue East. 

Interchange location similar to Option A. 
Lid would be approximately 75 feet longer 
than previously described for Option A, 
and would be a complete lid over top of 
the SR 520 main line, which would 
require ventilation and other fire, life, and 
safety systems. Transit connections 
would be provided on the lid to facilitate 
access between neighborhoods and the 
Eastside. Montlake Boulevard would be 
restriped for two general-purpose lanes 
and one HOV lane in each direction 
between SR 520 and the Montlake Cut. 

West Approach Area� The west approach bridge would be 
replaced with wider and higher structures, 
maintaining a constant profile rising from 
the shoreline at Montlake out to the west 
transition span. Bridge structures would 
be compatible with potential future light 
rail through the corridor. 

Bridge profile most similar to Option L, 
and slightly steeper; structure types 
similar to Options A and L. The gap 
between the eastbound and westbound 
structures would be wider than previously 
described to accommodate light rail in the 
future. 

Floating Bridge Area� A new floating span would be located Similar to design described in the SDEIS. 
approximately 190 feet north of the The bridge would be approximately 
existing bridge at the west end and 10 feet lower than described in the 
160 feet north of the existing bridge at the SDEIS, and most of the roadway deck 
east end. The floating bridge would be support would be constructed of steel 
approximately 20 feet above the water trusses instead of concrete columns. 
surface at the midspan (about 10 to 
12 feet higher than the existing bridge 
deck). 

Eastside Transition Area� A new east approach to the floating Same as described in the SDEIS. 
bridge, and a new SR 520 roadway would 
be constructed between the floating 
bridge and Evergreen Point Road. 
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Exhibit 4. Preferred Alternative Construction Stages and Durations 

Are pontoons being constructed as part of this 
project? 

WSDOT has completed planning and permitting for a new facility that will build and store the 

33 pontoons needed to replace the existing capacity of the floating portion of the Evergreen Point 

Bridge in the event of a catastrophic failure. If the bridge does not fail before its planned 

replacement, WSDOT would use the 33 pontoons constructed and stored as part of the SR 520 

Pontoon Construction Project in the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. An additional 44 pontoons would 

be needed to complete the new 6-lane floating bridge planned for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. 

The additional pontoons would be constructed at Concrete Technology Corporation (CTC) in the 

Port of Tacoma, and if available, at the new pontoon construction facility located on the shores of 

Grays Harbor in Aberdeen, Washington. Final construction locations will be identified at the 

discretion of the contractor. For additional information about project construction schedules and 

pontoon construction, launch, and transport, please see the Construction Techniques and Activities 

Discipline Report Addendum and Errata (WSDOT 2011b). 

Wetlands 

Affected Environment 

What were the updates to the affected environment? 

The project’s affected environment is described on pages 2-1 to 2-19 of the 2009 Ecosystems 

Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a). Only limited new information on the project’s wetland resources 

has been added since the SDEIS. 

Since the preparation of the SDEIS, the wetland ratings in the Arboretum were reviewed. As a result, 

some of the wetland habitat scores increased, and in one case, the habitat score decreased. None of 

these changes resulted in changes to wetland ratings or wetland buffers. 
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Potential Effects 

The 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a) provides a detailed discussion of wetland 

effects from the No Build Alternative and Option s A, K, and L (see pages 2-19 to 2-47 of the 

2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report). The discussion below supplements the 2009 Ecosystems 

Discipline Report and discloses the effects of the Preferred Alternative, comparing it with the 

SDEIS options using new text and new or updated exhibits where appropriate. Similar to the SDEIS, 

the project is described in sections: I-5 area, Portage Bay area, Montlake area, west approach area, 

floating bridge area, and Eastside transition area (Exhibit 5).  

What were the methods used to evaluate the potential effects and how
have they changed since publication of the SDEIS? 

The potential effects of the Preferred Alternative were evaluated using the same methods as those 

used to evaluate the No Build Alternative and the SDEIS options (see pages 2-19 to 2-20 of the 

2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report). The same methods were used so that the Preferred Alternative 

could be compared to the SDEIS options. 

For both the SDEIS and the Final EIS, Geographic Information System (GIS) analysts calculated the 

physical effects of the proposed project by overlaying the construction and operation areas onto the 

surveyed wetland boundaries and designated buffers to determine the extent and location of 

clearing and filling resulting from the project. The analysts also calculated the area of wetland and 

buffer that would be shaded by elevated roadway (bridges and approach structures). 

For the NRTWG and in later permit applications, a more refined analysis was performed than was 

done for the Final EIS. The NRTWG analysis considered the specific requirements of individual 

regulatory agencies and input from the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. 

The differences in effects between the Final EIS and the NRTWG are solely due to differences in 

analysis methods and not as a result of design changes made for the Preferred Alternative. In other 

words, if Options A, K, and L had been anal yzed using the same methods as the Preferred 

Alternative in the NRTWG, the reported effects would have shown the same patterns of change. In 

the mitigation section, it was necessary to report the analysis of construction and operation effects 

using the methods from the NRTWG for two reasons:  1) mitigation commitments have been more 

fully defined in response to agency requests for greater detail, and 2) the Conceptual Wetland 

Mitigation Report (Attachment 9 to the Final EI S) is based on the NRTWG effects analysis for 

permitting purposes. The inclusion of both the Final EIS and NRTWG effects analysis in the report 

allows readers to compare the Preferred Alternative with the SDEIS options as well as understand 

the basis on which mitigation was calculated. More information regarding the differences in analysis 

is provided later in this section. 
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 The ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of Lake Washington was estimated using the following: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Lake Washington normal high maximum surface elevation 

of 18.72 feet, existing surveyed data, aerial photo interpretation, and the 2006 King County data 

when the other two sources were not available in a specific location. 

How would construction of the project affect wetlands? 

Preferred Alternative 

To safely construct the Preferred Alternative, WSDOT would build construction work bridges in 

Portage Bay and Union Bay to maintain traffic in the project corridor during construction. Some 

work would be conducted from barges; however, barges generally would be used in deeper water 

and would not affect wetlands. Construction work bridges would generally be 30 feet wide, 5 to 

10 feet above the high water elevation, and located on both the north and south sides of the bridge. 

The work bridges would remain in place for a combined duration of approximately 7 years. For 

additional discussion about construction sequencing, see the Construction Techniques and Activities 

Discipline Report Addendum and Errata (WSDOT 2011b). 

Construction work bridges and construction activiti es would result in clearing, shading, and filling 

of wetlands during the construction period. Because the construction work bridges would be in 

place for more than two growing se asons, clearing, filling, and shading from construction activities 

would be considered long-term temporary, but not permanent, effects. Shading may affect the 

species composition and growth rates of vegetation, depending on the height of the structure, but 

would not likely eliminate vegetation. These effect s would cease after the structures are removed. 

Many of the emergent and aquatic bed wetland areas would recolonize once they are no longer 

shaded. In those locations where clearing of vegetation occurs prior to construction of work bridges 

and then is shaded during the construction period, the effects are counted as shading to be 

consistent with the effects analysis presented in the SDEIS and the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline 

Report (WSDOT 2009a). Areas that would be cleared but not later shaded would be counted as a 

clearing effect. This approach prevents double counting of effects. Refer to pages 2-20 to 2-22 in the 

2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report for further detail regarding these effects. 

Refer to page 2-21 of the 2009 Ecosystems Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a) and the Wetland 

Vegetation Response to Shade Special Study Technical Memorandum (WSDOT 2009b) for 

information regarding shading. In addition, since the publication of the SDEIS, WSDOT has worked 

with the agencies and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe through the NRTWG to evaluate the effects of 

shade on wetlands. The intensity of permanent shade based on bridge height has been incorporated 

into the following operation effects analysis an d associated mitigation. Refer to the Wetland 

Mitigation section of this addendum for details. 

Construction activities would resu lt in approximately 0.2 acre of cleared wetlands and 3.0 acres of 

cleared buffer. Of the 0.2 acre of cleared wetlands, 0.1 acre would be Category II, less than 0.1 acre 

Category III, and 0.1 acre would be Category IV wetlands. The affected wetlands would be 

Wetlands PBS-1A, LWN-1, LWN-2, LWS-4, LWS-4A, and LWS-5. Approximatel y 0.1 acre of this 
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affected area would be forested wetlands and 0.1 acre would be emergent wetlands (Exhibits 6, 7, 8a, 

8b, and 9). Most of the buffers affected are the buffers of Wetlands LWS-4 and LWS-5; these buffers 

would be cleared for activities related to the construction of the bicycle/pedestrian path, a 

construction staging area, and for construction activities related to removal of the R.H. Thomson 

Expressway ramps. As the trail alignment is finalized , the construction effects in this area could be 

reduced. 

Exhibit 6. Summary of Construction Effects on Wetlands by Option (in acres) (Update to Exhibit 2-10 of the 2009 
Discipline Report) 

Option A Option K Option L Preferred Alternative 

Wetland 
Category a 

Clear/ 
Fill b Shade 

Clear/ 
Fill b Shade 

Clear/ 
Fill b Shade Clear Fill Shade 

II 0.3 4.1 0.4 5.8 0.2 3.9 0.1 <0.1 4.2 

III 0.3 2.1 0.7 2.2 0.3 2.4 <0.1 <0.1 2.4 

IV <0.1 0.2 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1 

Total 0.6 6.4 1.1 8.1 0.5 6.4 0.2 <0.1 6.8 

Note: Affected areas were calculated using global positioning system (GPS) data gathered in the field, aerial� 
photography, and formal wetland delineations. Affected area estimates are based on preliminary design information and �
subject to change. Totals may not add up due to rounding.� 
a From Hruby (2004). 
b Less than 0.1 acre of wetland would be filled from construction work bridge piles; the remaining amounts are clearing. 

In addition, less than 0.1 acre of wetland and buffer would be filled for the support piles of the 

construction work bridges. 

The construction work bridges would shade 6.8 acres of wetlands and 1.1 acres of buffer. There 

would be 4.2 acres, 2.4 acres, and 0.1 acre of Category II, Category III, and Category IV wetlands 

shaded, respectively. 

Exhibit 7. Summary of Construction Effects on Wetland Buffers by Option (in acres) 
(Update to Exhibit 2-10 of the 2009 Discipline Report) 

Option A Option K Option L Preferred Alternative 

Clear/Fill a Shade Clear/Fill a Shade Clear/Fill a Shade Clear Fill Shade 

2.8 0.2 3.2 0.6 2.8 0.2 2.9 <0.1 1.1 

Totals may not add up due to rounding.� 
a Less than 0.1 acre of wetland would be filled from construction work bridge piles. The remaining amounts would be clearing.� 

Wetlands PBN-1, PBS-1, PBS-1A, LWN-1, LWN-2, LWN-3, LWN-4, LWS-2, LWS-3, LWS-4, and 

LWS-5 would be affected by shading from the construction work bridges. There would be 1.2 acres 

of forested, 0.3 acre of scrub-shrub, 0.5 acre of emergent, and 4.7 acres of aquatic bed wetlands that 

would be shaded under the Preferred Alternative (see Exhibits 6, 7, 8a, 8b, and 9). The aquatic bed 

wetlands are predominantly composed of nonnative American white water lily ( Nymphaea odorata). 
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluations 

Exhibit 9. Wetland and Buffer Construction Effects by Geographic Area (in acres) (Update to Exhibit 2-12 of the 2009 Discipline Report) 

Option I-5 Area 
Portage Bay 

Area Montlake Area 
West 

Approach Area 
Floating Bridge and 

Eastside Transition Area Total Effect 

Preferred Alternative 

Wetland Cleared - - <0.1 0.2 - 0.2 

Wetland Filled - <0.1 - <0.1 - <0.1 

Wetland Shaded - 1.8 0.1 4.9 - 6.8 

Buffer Cleared - <0.1 0.1 2.9 - 3.0 

Buffer Filled - <0.1 - <0.1 - <0.1 

Buffer Shaded - 0.2 0.1 0.8 - 1.1 

Option A - -

Wetland Filled/Cleareda - <0.1 - 0.6 - 0.6 

Wetland Shaded - 1.7 - 4.7 - 6.4 

Buffer Filled/Cleareda - 0.2 <0.1 2.6 - 2.8 

Buffer Shaded - 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.2 

Option K 

Wetland Filled/Cleareda - - 0.5 0.5 - 1.1 

Wetland Shaded - 1.8 <0.1 6.4 - 8.1 

Buffer Filled/Cleareda - 0.1 0.7 2.3 - 3.2 

Buffer Shaded - 0.1 <0.1 0.4 - 0.6 

Option L 

Wetland Filled/Cleareda - <0.1 0.1 0.4 - 0.5 

Wetland Shaded - 1.8 <0.1 4.6 - 6.4 

Buffer Filled/Cleareda - 0.1 0.5 2.2 - 2.8 

Buffer Shaded - 0.1 <0.1 0.1 - 0.2 
a Wetland filling and clearing were combined in the SDEIS because less than 0.1 acre of wetland that would be filled from construction work bridge piles.� 

Totals may not add up due to rounding. Total rounded up to nearest 0.1 acre.� 

“-“ means no effect.� 
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluations 

Pontoon Constructi on and Transport 

Ten supplemental stability pontoons and 33 longit udinal and cross-pontoons would be constructed 

as part of the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project. Forty-four additional supplemental stability 

pontoons could be constructed at CTC in the Port of Tacoma and/or at the pontoon construction 

facility in Grays Harbor. There are no wetlands at the Port of Tacoma facilities; therefore, no 

wetlands would be affected during pontoon cons truction. The effects to wetlands at the Grays 

Harbor facility occurred during site development and are discussed in the SR 520 Pontoon 

Construction Project Final EIS (WSDOT 2010a). While it is possible that launching pontoons at the 

Grays Harbor facility may cause wave action, propeller wash, and increased suspended sediment to 

affect estuarine emergent wetlands along the shoreline near the casting basin launch channel, 

pontoon launches would occur infrequently for short duration and effects would likely be 

negligible. No effects on wetlands are associated with pontoon transport, because there are no 

wetlands along the transport route. 

For additional information about project construc tion schedules and pontoon construction, launch, 

and transport, please see the Construction Techniques and Activities Discipline Report Addendum 

and Errata (WSDOT 2011b). 

How do the construction effects on wetlands compare to the SDEIS 
options? 

The total construction effects on wetlands from the Preferred Alternative are similar to Option A. 

However, there is less clearing and more shade in the Preferred Alternative than in Option A. The 

Preferred Alternative would shade 0.4 acre more wetlands than Options A and L, but less than 

Option K (see Exhibit 9 and Exhibit 15). The increase in shading is due to the shift of the alignment 

south in Union Bay (west of Foster Island) to accommodate potential future light rail. The shift south 

pushed the alignment over wetlands, whereas in the SDEIS more of the bridges were over open 

water. However, if any of the SDEIS options were identified as the Preferred Alternative, design 

refinements to better accommodate light rail would likely result in a similar increased effect. 

Clearing and fill effects on wetland buffers from the Preferred Alternative were similar to the SDEIS 

options. There would be 0.2 acre more buffer cleared than Options A and L and 0.2 acre less than 

Option K. Shading effects would be 0.5 acre more than Option K, and 0.9 acre more than Options A 

and L. Similar to effects on wetlands, this increase is due primarily to the shift of the alignment 

south in Union Bay. 

How would operation of the project affect wetlands? 

Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative would have permanent e ffects on wetlands by permanently filling and 

shading some wetlands. 
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluations 

The Preferred Alternative would directly fill appr oximately 0.1 acre of wetland, primarily in the 

west approach area. This effect would include less than 0.1 acre each of forested, scrub-shrub, 

emergent, and aquatic bed wetlands. The affected wetlands would be PBS-1, LWN-1, LWN-2, 

LWN-3, LWS-2, LWS-3, LWS-4, and LWS-4A (Exhibits 10, 11, 12a, 12b, and 13).  

The Preferred Alternative would affect Category II, III, and IV wetlands equally. In addition, the 

Preferred Alternative would fill 0.7 acre of buffer. 

Fill in wetland is mainly from bridge support stru ctures, such as columns, and from a small section 

of the bicycle/pedestrian path, wh ich is located on the west shoreline of Union Bay. Most of the 

filling of buffers is from a stormwater treatm ent facility just east of Portage Bay and the 

bicycle/pedestrian path.  

The Preferred Alternative would shade approximatel y 4.8 acres of wetlands. Aquatic bed wetlands 

would be most affected (3.9 acres), principally within the west approach area. Of the remaining 

acres, approximately 0.7 acre of forested wetlands, 0.2 acre of scrub-shrub wetlands, and less than 

0.1 acre of emergent wetlands would be affected by shade. The shaded wetlands would be PBN-1, 

PBS-1, LWN-1, LWN-2, LWN-3, LWS-2, LWS-3, and LWS-4. Approximately 2.4, 2.4, and less than 

0.1 acre of Category II, III, and IV wetlands, respectively, would be shaded under the Preferred 

Alternative. Approximately 1.1 acre of buffer would be permanently shaded (see Exhibits 10, 11, 12a, 

12b, and 13). 

Exhibit 10.� Summary of Operational Effects on Wetlands by Option (in acres) (Update to Exhibit 2-13 of the 2009 
Discipline Report) 

Option A Option K Option L Preferred Alternative 

Wetland Category a Fill Shade Fill Shade Fill Shade Fill Shade 

II < 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.5 < 0.1 1.9 < 0.1 2.4 

III 0.1 2.1 1.2 1.4 0.2 2.4 < 0.1 2.4 

IV < 0.1 0.3 0.1 < 0.1 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 

Total 0.1 3.2 1.8 2.8 0.3 4.3 0.1 4.8 

Note: Affected areas were calculated using GPS data gathered in the field, aerial photography, and formal wetland delineations. 
Affected area estimates are based on preliminary design information and subject to change. Totals may not add up due to 
rounding. 

a From Hruby (2004). 
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Final EIS and Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluations 

Exhibit 11. Summary of Operational Effects on Buffers by Option (in acres) (Update to Exhibit 2-13 of the 2009 
Discipline Report) 

Option A Option K Option L Preferred Alternative 

Fill Shade Fill Shade Fill Shade Fill Shade 

Total 0.7 0.9 5.4 0.1 1.5 1.3 0.7 1.1 

Note: Totals may not add up due to rounding. 

How would operation of the project affect the water quality and 
hydrologic functions of the wetlands? 

Effects on the water quality and hydrologic functions of wetlands would be similar to the SDEIS 

options. The Preferred Alternative would fill 0.1 acre and shade 4.8 acres of primarily lake-fringe 

wetlands. Most of the affected lake-fringe wetlan ds are aquatic bed wetlands supporting floating 

nonnative American white water lily. Floating aquatic plants have little potential to provide water 

quality benefits or shoreline erosion protection; therefore, any reduction in these types of wetlands 

would have little effect on water quality functions. In addition, the amount of wetland area filled is 

small relative to its overall extent; as a result, decreased hydrologic capacity would not be 

measurable.  

Stormwater runoff from the existing Evergreen Point Bridge is not treated before it is discharged to 

the study area’s receiving water bodies. The Preferred Alternative, like the SDEIS options, would 

include new stormwater treatment facilities to treat project stormwater and existing untreated 

pollution-generating impervious surfaces (PGIS), which would result in an overall net reduction in 

pollutant loadings. The Water Resources Discipline Report Addendum and Errata (WSDOT 2011c) 

provides more details of project effects on water quality. 

How would operation of the project a ffect the habitat functions of the 
wetlands? 

Effects on the habitat functions of wetlands would be similar to the SDEIS options. The Preferred 

Alternative would slightly reduce availability an d decrease the diversity of wetland and wetland 

buffer habitat for invertebrates, amphibians, bird s, fish, and mammals. Refer to the Wildlife and 

Habitat section of this addendum for more details. 

How would the floating bridge, Eastside transition area, and pontoon 
transport affect the wetlands? 

No wetlands occur in the vicinity of the floating bridge, bridge maintenance facility, or the relocated 

Evergreen Point Road transit stop. Restriping to tie into the Eastside alignment would be within the 

paved roadway and would not affect any wetlands. The pontoon construction facilities do not 

support wetlands; therefore, no wetlands would be affected. 
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